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PER CURI AM

James E. Snalley, aninmate at the Jefferson City Correctional
Center (JCCC), appeals fromthe district court's® order granting
sumary judgnent to defendants in this 42 U S.C. § 1983 action. W
affirm

In his conplaint, Smalley clained that Dr. David Wite,
Superintendent M chael G oose, Assistant Superintendent David
Dormire, and correctional officer Jack Kirk were deliberately
indifferent to his serious nedical needs relating to his cysts,

'The Honorable Scott O Wight, United States District Judge
for the Western District of Mssouri, adopting the report and
recomrendati ons of the Honorable WIliam A Knox, United States
Magi strate Judge for the Western District of M ssouri.



warts, and infected |ynph nodes, and violated his due process
rights when they transferred him to adm nistrative segregation
Smal | ey sought injunctive relief, damages, and requested a jury
trial.

Def endant s noved for summary judgnent, arguing that defendant
Wiite provided Smalley with adequate and appropriate nedical care
and that Smalley did not have a serious nmedical need. Defendants
argued Snalley received advance notice of each of his eighteen
conduct violations, an opportunity to appear at a hearing, and a
witten statenment by the fact finders that they relied on the
personal observation of the reporting officer, the conduct
violation, or both, in reaching their decision. After he served
ten days in disciplinary segregation, Snalley was transferred to
adm ni strative segregation because of a cunulation of conduct
vi ol ations. Defendants attached Smal |l ey' s nedi cal and di sciplinary
records.

Smal | ey opposed the summary j udgnment notion, contending a jury
could find deliberate indifference based on Dr. \Wite's
contenptuous attitude and the existence of abnornmalities which
caused him pain and which Dr. Wilite failed to take steps to
correct. On his due process clainms, Snalley argued reliance solely
on the conduct violation report was insufficient to satisfy due
process, and he was denied due proces in connection with his
transfer to adm nistrative segregation

The district court, adopting the nmagistrate judge's report,
concluded that White provided Smalley wth regular nedical
treatment and made an informed concl usi on about Snall ey's nedi cal
condition, and that Smalley nerely disagreed with the course of his
treatment. On the due process claim the district court concl uded
that the witten statenments on the disciplinary action reports were
sufficient to conply with due process because, although sparse,
they were sufficient to informSmalley of the evidence relied upon
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i n reaching the disciplinary decisions. As for Smalley's chall enge
to his placenent in adm nistrative segregation, the court concl uded
t he evidence was cl ear that Smal |l ey received all the process he was
due.

W review a grant of summary judgnent de novo, applying the
sanme standard as the district court. Earnest v. Courtney, 64 F.3d
365, 366-67 (8th Cr. 1995) (per curian); Fed. R Gv. P. 56(c).

Upon our careful review of the record, we conclude the
district court's grant of summary judgnment was correct. The record
clearly denonstrates Dr. Wiite provided appropriate nedical care;
Smalley's challenge to this conclusion constitutes a nere
di sagreenent with treatnent, and he has not shown defendants were
deliberately indifference to his serious nedical needs. See Davis
v. Hall, 992 F.2d 151, 153 (8th Cr. 1993) (per curiam; Smth v.

Mar cant oni o, 910 F.2d 500, 502 (8th G r. 1990).

We concl ude reliance solely on the conduct violation reports
inthis case was sufficient to conply with due process: the reports
i nformed Smal | ey of the evidence relied upon, particularly because
Smal l ey did not present contrary factual evidence at the hearing.
See Wl ff v. MDonnell, 418 U S. 539, 564-65 (1974). Finally, we
agree Smalley received all the process he was due relating to his
pl acenent in disciplinary and adm nistrative segregati on.

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnment of the district court.
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